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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 1-2, 9, 15, 20 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Taylor (U.S. Patent No. 20030025679). 

Regarding claims 1, 9 and 15, Taylor teaches an electronic device (see fig. 1), a 
keyboard(see fig. 1, keyboard 20), comprising: a touch sensitive element (see fig. 2 and 3, 
sensitive touchpad 26, page 3, sections [0051-0052]), a keyboard plate fixed over the touch 
sensitive element (see fig. 2, keyboard plate (key-mat) 22 fixed over the sensitive touchpad 26), 
so that the depression of a key of the keyboard plate cause the key to touch the touch sensitive 
element essentially at a position on the touch sensitive element corresponding to the point of the 
key and mean correlating the position of touching on the sensitive element according to which 
key is depressed (see figs. 1-3, pages 2-3, sections [0038-0052]). (Since the technology provides 
a flexible substrate for the sensor grids of the mutually capacitance-sensitive touchpad. The 
flexible substrate is not only capable of conforming to actuate surfaces, such as the underside of 
the key-mat 22, it is also capable of being slight deformed. This is important because when the 
key 20 is being pressed so that the post 24 depresses the dome 36 and actuates the 
mechanical switch 32, the edges 38 of the key 20 will be pressing on and slightly deforming 
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the touchpad 26. This movement of the touchpad 26 should be minimized in order to reduce 
damage that might occur to electrodes disposed thereon (see page 3, section [0051]). 

Regarding claims 2 and 20, Taylor teaches an electronic device characterized in that the 
keyboard plate is a keyboard mat (see figs. 2-3, keyboard mat 22, page 2, section [0039-0040] 
and page, 3 section [0043]). 

Regarding claim 22, Taylor teaches wherein the electronic device is provided with a 
position recognizing element for recognizing the position of the keyboai'd element (see figs. 6-8 
and 11, pages 3-5, sections [0046-0081]). 

Claim Rejections - 35 fJSC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fornis the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made, 

4. Claims 4, 10 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Taylor (U.S. Patent No. 20030025679) in view of Lee (U.S. Patent No. 6243595). 

Regarding claims 4 and 10, Taylor fails to teach wherein the keyboard is slidably 
mounted in the electronic device. 

However, Lee teaches the keyboard is sHdably mounted in the electronic device See figs. 
1 and 2, the keyboard 7 is slidably mounted in the electronic device 1). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to modify Taylor system and by the teaching of Lee on the sliding keyboard 
in order to provide user with larger screen and easier to used of key pad. 

Regarding claim 19, Taylor teaches wherein the electronic device is provided with a 
position recognizing element for recognizing the position of the keyboard element (see figs. 6-8 
and 1 1, pages 3-5, sections [0046-0081]). 

5. Claims 3, 6-8, 12 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Taylor (U.S. Patent No. 20030025679) in view of Riddiford (U.S. Patent No. 6587675). 

Regarding claims 3 and 21, Taylor teaches wherein the keyboard plate is a rubber-like 
material which is able to deform (see page 2-3, sections [0039-0043]). But Taylor fails to teach 
the keyboard plate is a bubble membrane. 

However, Riddiford inherently teaches the keyboard plate is a bubble membrane (see fig. 
4, flexible membrane 22, and col. 3, lines 63-col. 4, line 8, since on depressing a key, is 
underside contacts the membrane surface on bubble membrane and connects two adjacent 
conductive area). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to modify Taylor system and by the teaching of Riddiford on the membrane 
space surface technique in order to provide the array of keys which each has a conductive surface 
facing the membrane and spaced slightly away from the membrane when no key is depressed 
(see Riddiford col. 3, line 65 -col. 4, line 1). 
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Regarding claims 6 and 12, Taylor teaches an electronic device (see fig. 1) which 
comprises at least one body housing element (see fig. 9, body housing 80), But Taylor feils to 
teach a keyboard arranged as tuming in relation to the body housing element. 

However, Riddiford teaches a keyboard (see figs. 1-3, keyboard 12) arranged as turning 
in relation to the body housing element (see fig. 2-3, when the keyboard 12 is turning over the 
keyboard 5, col. 3, lines 34-col. 4, lines 53). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the ait at the time 
invention was made to modify Taylor system and by the teaching of Riddilbrd on the turning 
keyboard in order to provide user with larger surface of full size keyboard. 

Regarding claim 7, Riddiford teaches an electronic device (see fig. 1) v.- herein the 
keyboard turnable between a first and a second extreme position (see fig. I for first position and 
fig. 2. for second position), and in the first extreme position the keyboard is preferably placed 
over the body housing element so that the keyboard fimctions as protection for the display and 
the keyboard is at least partly invisible (see tig. 1), and in the second extreme position the 
keyboard is preferably so that the keybojird and the display are essentially entirely exposed (see 
figs. 1 and 2 or figs. 5 and 6, col. 4, lines 8-53). 

Regarding claim 8, Riddiford teaches further comprising another display and a keyboard 
arranged activating one or more functions of the electronic device preferably when the keyboard 
is in the extreme position (see figs. 2 and 6, col. 3, line 34-coL 4, lines 31). 
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6. Claims 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Taylor 
(U.S. Patent No. 20030025679) in view of Lee (U.S. Patent No. 6243595) further in view of 
Riddiford (U.S. Patent No. 6587675). 

Regarding claim 13, Taylor fails to teach wherein keyboard turns between first and 
second extreme position, and wherein the first extreme position the keyboard is preferably placed 
over the body housing so that the keyboard functions as protection for the display and the 
keyboard is at least partly invisible and in the second extreme position the keyboard element is 
preferably so that the keyboard and the display are essentially entirely exposed. 

However, Riddiford teaches an electronic device (see tig. 1) wherein the keyboard which 
has a first and a second extreme position (see fig. 1 and 5 for first position, and fig. 2 and 6, for 
second position), and wherein the first extreme position the keyboard is preferably placed over 
the body housing so that the keyboard functions as protection for the display and the keyboard is 
at least partly invisible (see fig. 1 and 5), and in the second extreme position the keyboard 
element is preferably so that the keyboard and the display are essentially entirely exposed (see 
fig. 2 or fig. 6. col. 4, lines 8-53). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to modify the above combination of Taylor and Lee with Riddiford in order 
to provide user with larger surface of full size keyboard. 

Regarding claim 14, Riddiford teaches llirther comprising a second display and another 
keybocird for activating one or more functions of the electronic device preferably when the 
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keyboard is in the first extreme position (see fig. 1. coL3, line 34-col. 4, lines 31). Since first 
display 3 on fig. 2 and second display 4 is on fig. 1 and keyboard for activating one or more 
fimctions for make a Cc\ll and so on). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

7. Claims 5 and 1 1 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim 
and any intervening claims. 

Reasons for allowance 

8. The following is an examiner's statement of reasons for allowance: 

Claims 5 and 1 1 are allowed with the same reasons set forth in the previous Office action 
(paper mailed on 3-16-2006). 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-22 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Applicant argues that the reference of Taylor, the filling data is not an effective by using 
the date of provisional application No. 60/296,414. However, the examiner does not agree. Since 
the examiner is using the filling date of reference Taylor, base on the provisional application No. 
60/152,649 filled on 09-07-1999, and that is an effective date to against the application. 

Moreover, the related on the subject matter cited in the Taylor reference, can be found on 
the provisional application no. 60/152,649: See the touchpad surface function as a keyboard or as 
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touchpad (see page 4, lines 1-3), keyboard and touchpad with footprint of the key board and that 
key has pressed (see page 7, lines 12-17), and the keyboard is provided in the form of touch- 
sensitive surface, such found in a CIRQUE ™ brand touchpad, and the touch-sensitive surface is 
preferably a capacitance-sensitive surface that has overlay template defining the keys of the 
keyboard (see page 10, lines 1-18 and page 13-14), also the capturing of a signature on a 
pressure sensitive paper to provide a tangible record event, and touch pad used stylus and 
function with any touchpad (see page 15, lines 13-22); and preferably the touchpad utilizes a 
capacitive-based technology, electromagnetic, electrostatic, resistive membrane, or other finger 
or stylus-responsive device. The switch or switches and keyboard are preferably base on 
mechanical switches, membrane switches, Rubber-dome switches or other appropriate switch 
activation technology (see page 16, lines 1-7). 

Applicant also argues that the reference of Taylor doest not teaches the key post 24 of 
key pad 20 does not touch the touch pad 26, However, the examiner does not agree, since 
reference Taylor teaches the key post 24 of keypad 20 is touched the touchpad 26 (see fig. 2-3), 
the technology provides a flexible substrate for the sensor grids of the mutually capacitance- 
sensitive touchpad. The flexible substrate is not only capable of conforming to actuate surfaces, 
such as the underside of the key-mat 22, it is also capable of being slight deformed. This is 
important because when the key 20 is being pressed so that the post 24 depresses the dome 
36 and actuates the mechanical switch 32, the edges 38 of the key 20 will be pressing on and 
slightly deforming the touchpad 26. This movement of the touchpad 26 should be minimized 
in order to reduce damage that might occur to electrodes disposed thereon (see figs. 2-3 and page 



Application/Control Number: 09/716,880 
Art Unit: 2618 



Page 9 



3, section [0051]). Therefore, the Taylor reference is teaching the limitation of the claims 
invention. 

Conclusion 

10. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

1 1 . Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

or faxed to: 

(571) 273-8300, (for Technology Center 2600 only) 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to the Customer Service Window (now located at 

the Randolph Buildings 401 Dulany Street, Alexandria, VA 22314). 
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12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tan Trinh whose telephone number is (571) 272-7888. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 9:30 AM to 6:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiners 
supervisor, Anderson, Matthew D., can be reached at (571) 272-4177. 

The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the Technology Center 2600 Customer Service Office whose telephone 
number is (703) 306-0377. 

1 3. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Tan H. Trinh / Anderson, Matthew D. (SPE 261 8) 




